Environmental distribution of prokaryotic taxa by Tamames, Javier et al.
RESEARCH ARTICLE Open Access
Environmental distribution of prokaryotic taxa
Javier Tamames






Background: The increasing availability of gene sequences of prokaryotic species in samples extracted from all
kind of locations allows addressing the study of the influence of environmental patterns in prokaryotic biodiversity.
We present a comprehensive study to address the potential existence of environmental preferences of prokaryotic
taxa and the commonness of the specialist and generalist strategies. We also assessed the most significant
environmental factors shaping the environmental distribution of taxa.
Results: We used 16S rDNA sequences from 3,502 sampling experiments in natural and artificial sources. These
sequences were taxonomically assigned, and the corresponding samples were also classified into a hierarchical
classification of environments. We used several statistical methods to analyze the environmental distribution of
taxa. Our results indicate that environmental specificity is not very common at the higher taxonomic levels
(phylum to family), but emerges at lower taxonomic levels (genus and species). The most selective environmental
characteristics are those of animal tissues and thermal locations. Salinity is another very important factor for
constraining prokaryotic diversity. On the other hand, soil and freshwater habitats are the less restrictive
environments, harboring the largest number of prokaryotic taxa. All information on taxa, samples and
environments is provided at the envDB online database, http://metagenomics.uv.es/envDB.
Conclusions: This is, as far as we know, the most comprehensive assessment of the distribution and diversity of
prokaryotic taxa and their associations with different environments. Our data indicate that we are still far from
characterizing prokaryotic diversity in any environment, except, perhaps, for human tissues such as the oral cavity
and the vagina.
Background
The patterns of species distribution and diversity, which
are fairly well-known for macroorganisms, are not alto-
gether understood for microorganisms. Some ecological
trends that have already been observed for macroorgan-
isms, such as taxa-area or distance-decay relationships
[1], and especially the existence of biogeographical pat-
terns, have been proposed to possibly exist also for
microorganisms, thus pointing to the existence of com-
mon, global rules that govern the ecology of all living
forms. Some analyses support the ubiquity of several
prokaryotic species [2,3], but also the apparent existence
of biogeographic patterns for some others [3-7].
The study of ecological trends in microorganisms has
been traditionally hampered by different factors. First,
the methods used to catalogue microbial diversity
(mostly based on sequencing the 16S rDNA gene) are
expensive, time-consuming, biased and inadequate for
massive screening, although technologic advances in
DNA sequencing technology can change this picture dra-
matically [8-10]. Another serious problem is the lack of a
proper concept of prokaryote species. The current defini-
tion is mainly based on genotypic characteristics, such as
the percentage of DNA-DNA hybridization or the per-
centage of identity between the 16S rDNA molecules
[11]. However, this approach is known to group rather
different strains together which should probably be con-
sidered as different species (as in Escherichia coli), or to
separate organisms with an almost identical gene com-
plement (as in the genus Bacillus). The ongoing debate
on this topic includes the proposal that similarity in life-
style, and not just in genes, is the best approach to clas-
sify microorganisms [12,13]. Similar ecological and
metabolic features are scattered through different clades
among the prokaryotic world, conforming specific
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metabolic types of sulfur bacteria [14]. Polyphasic
approaches [15], including an overview on genotypic,
phenotypic, and ecological features, would be necessary
to better understand the global distribution of prokar-
yotes. But in practice, most studies simply use the so-
called Operational Taxonomic Units (OTUs) [16]
obtained, for instance, by grouping 16rDNA genes at the
97-98% threshold of identity, as a way to circumvent the
absence of an adequate definition of species [17].
Also the massive number of existing species makes
cataloguing microbial diversity difficult [18]. Most sam-
pling efforts miss present species, which, in some cases,
can produce an inadequate picture of the patterns that
underlie community structure [1].
Furthermore, knowledge about the most determining
factors that shape the distribution of bacteria in the dif-
ferent environments is still limited. It is quite usual to
ascribe whole bacterial clades to a single environment
by identifying them as for instance, marine or terrestrial.
Should we make this simple categorization? Could this
not be a consequence of our incomplete and biased
knowledge of the different environments and taxa? To
study ecological trends, it is important to count on an
accurate description of habitats and, accordingly, it
would be most helpful to adopt standardized descrip-
tions for the environmental characteristics of the sam-
ples. An interesting initiative in this direction is being
carried out with the development of the MIGS/MIMS
(minimum information about a genomic/metagenomic
sequence) specifications by the Genomic Standards Con-
sortium [19].
Nowadays, however, there are a big number of studies
inspecting the presence of particular taxa in different
environments. The analysis of the presence of taxa in
different environments for which many samples
are available is a valuable approach to in part overcome
some of the limitations pointed above. The use of these
data may allow to obtaining conclusions on how envir-
onmental features and taxa-specific properties influence
the patterns of microbial distribution.
In this study, we present a comprehensive analysis of
the relationships between individual prokaryotic taxa
and different environments, in an attempt to cover two
main objectives: firstly, to describe the environmental
distribution of taxa, in order to explore the existence of
environmental preferences for taxa and the commonness
of specialists (environment-specific species) and general-
ists (ubiquitous, cosmopolitan species), at different taxo-
nomic levels (from phyla to species); second, to describe
environmental variation according to taxa distribution
in an attempt to ascertain common features between
different environments and to determine the most sig-
nificant environmental characteristics. In both cases, we
show the most remarkable trends that could orientate
future studies on these issues. Although partially similar
studies were performed in the past [20], this is, as far as
we know, the most comprehensive assessment of the
environmental distribution and diversity of prokaryotic
taxa.
Results
Previous references have attempted to characterize the
patterns of distribution and diversity of some taxa by
proposing, for instance, the existence of environment-
specific taxa, or even whole clades [5,21]. But some of
these results may have been greatly influenced by the
coarse-grained resolution of the environmental classifi-
cation used, especially by a limited number of samples
which can obscure the real patterns of taxonomic distri-
bution and diversity. To obtain results that are as accu-
rate and complete as possible, we used the complete set
of environmental samplings stored in the GenBank data-
base, each of which contains a variable number of 16S
rDNA sequences found at the corresponding locations.
This set of environmental data is probably the richest
available source of information on the distribution of
prokaryotic organisms and, to our knowledge, has not
been used as a whole before. By exploring a high num-
ber of samples from a given environment, we expect to
increase the statistical power to detect patterns in
sequence diversity for that environment.
It is sensible to think that patterns of ecological and
metabolic diversity may depend on the specific level of
taxonomic and environmental resolution. In this study
we have considered all possible taxonomic ranks, from
phyla to species, in order to explore how the trends
change with taxonomic resolution (in some instances,
the results are detailed and discussed for the family
taxonomic rank). Likewise, we have created a novel clas-
sification of environments composed of three nested
levels of environment classes with increasing resolutions
(Table 1). Each sample is classified using this scheme.
The sequences from the samples have been grouped
into OTUs using a threshold of 97% identity, and have
been taxonomically classified at the deepest possible
level. Because we can identify the taxa present in each
of the environmentally classified samples, we can
address the study of the relationships between taxa and
environments.
First, we determined the abundance of each taxon in
all the environments, to study the patterns of specificity
and cosmopolitanism. The results are shown in Figure
1. If we define a specificity criterion as having 90% or
more of their observations in a single environment
(which can be very restrictive depending on the resolu-
tion of habitat classification), the apparent trend is to
increase it with taxonomic depth. Higher taxonomic
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Supertype Type Subtype Samples OTUs Seqs
Coastal waters 65 3620 8596
Open waters 159 5087 13088
Saline waters (300) Deep waters 34 1752 3621
Lakes 23 727 973
Other 19 964 1452
Saline sediment (199) 199 8514 14300
Aquifers 42 1606 2087
Aquatic (127) Groundwaters 47 1768 3212
Freshwaters (501) Lakes 131 4326 8505
Rivers 67 2823 5467
Drinking waters 14 504 983
Wastewaters 200 5659 9139
Freshwater sediment (101) 101 4279 6670
Freshwaters-Saline waters interfase (31) 31 1047 1835
Marine host-associated (145) 145 5116 8029
Agricultural 110 8324 18987
Arctic 59 4186 6749
Arid 30 1344 1738
Cave 21 682 1010
Soil (584) Forest 63 4980 7880
Terrestrial (732) Grassland 14 4910 5860
Rocks 67 2920 4039
Saline 27 1365 2859
Other 193 10360 17297
Plants (148) Rhizosphere 100 4779 7664
Other 48 1888 3741
Thermal (190) Hydrothermal (79) 79 2981 5077
Geothermal (111) 111 2705 6027
Animal host (52) 52 1292 2661
Human 87 9715 54725
Cattle 73 3418 6519
Gastrointestinal tract (331) Mouse 19 3582 18330
Host-associated (463) Insect 79 3545 8838
Other 73 2384 4556
Oral (39) 39 886 10546
Vagina (12) 12 314 2674
Other tissue (29) 29 1553 6521
Aerial (11) 11 1641 3938
Oil (51) 51 1202 1902
Compost 52 1607 2639
Food treatment 20 368 1117
Artificial (640) Industrial 222 4997 8192
Other (569) Mines 107 3836 6157
Other 39 1645 2628
Soil-Saline waters interf (13) (13(13) 13 2334 3989
Soil-Freshwaters interfase(54) iiinterfasinterfase(54) 54 3278 5106
Unknown (200) 200 6329 10889
Hierarchical classification of environments composed of three nested levels of resolution (supertype, type and subtype), showing also the number of samples,
OTUs and individual sequences in each.
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mately the low specificity percentages, while for genera
and especially species there is a clear increase in the
amount of specific taxa. Nevertheless, the percentage of
specific species does not even reach 20% for the most
favourable case of environment supertypes (using 90%
for the specificity criterion, Figure 1). Some of these
species belong to well-known examples of specificity,
such as the marine bacteria Prochlorococcus marinus
and Pelagibacter ubique. These taxa are thought to be
amongst the most abundant microorganisms in the
E a r t h[ 2 2 ] ,b u ta tt h es a m et i m et h e ya r es p e c i f i cf r o m
the pelagic marine environment: they are typical
examples of specialists living on a widely extended habi-
tat on the Earth. For these taxa, however, genetic differ-
ences that can be associated to niche differentiation
have been reported, showing that specificity could be
found on subspecific (ecotype) level [23]. The gastroin-
testinal tract of animals is, once more, the environment
where more specific bacteria can be found.
It must also be remarked that for environmental sub-
types, the most detailed level of the environmental clas-
sification, specificity is almost inexistent at any
taxonomic depth (Figure 1). The relatively low numbers
of specific bacteria, even at the species level, indicate
that, using this environmental classification,
Figure 1 Quantification of specific and cosmopolitan taxa. Left side: percentage of specific taxa for the three levels of environmental
classification. A particular taxa is defined as specific when a given percentage of its observations belong to a single environment. That
percentage is shown in the abscissa axis. Right side: percentage of cosmopolitan taxa for the three levels of environmental classification, in
relation to the number of environments in which the taxa is present.
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and therefore clear-cut specialization is not a widely
used strategy in prokaryotes.
We can define a cosmopolitan taxa as having five or
more observations in 90% of the environments (5 of 5
for supertypes, 18 of 20 for types and 41 of 46 for sub-
types). While the upper taxonomic ranks can be consid-
ered as eurioic (tolerant to highly diverse conditions),
that behaviour does not necessarily hold for their consti-
tuents. This trend can indeed be appreciated in Figure 1,
where cosmopolitanism decreases greatly for the genus
level and disappears almost completely for species.
Again, the upper taxonomic levels (phylum, class and
order) show a uniform behaviour, with high levels of
cosmopolitanism (around 70% of the taxa for environ-
mental supertypes, and 30% for subtypes). This trend
starts to change for taxonomic families, but a sharp
decrease is observed for genera and species. This obser-
vation is concordant with the parallel increment in spe-
cificity, and indicates that environmental selectivity
manifests mainly at genus or species level.
Focusing in families, Figure 2 illustrates their represen-
tation in the diverse environments. It is apparent that
most families can be found in many different environ-
ments, with only a few presenting a clear-cut specificity.
According to the specificity criterion cited above, just 3
out of the 211 families (1.4%, see Figure 2) will be specific
for environmental types: two Clostridia (Lachnospiraceae
and Oscillospiraceae), and the gamma-proteobacterial
family Succinivibrionaceae, all of them specific for the
gastro-intestinal tract of animals (Additional file 1, Table
S1). These are strictly anaerobic chemoorganotrophs that
are found in the rumen of cattle, sheep and other ani-
mals. The distribution of different species within these
families can nevertheless be quite heterogeneous depend-
ing on the diet of the animal, according to the available
carbon and energy sources [24]. When using the broader
classification of environmental supertypes with the same
criteria, we found specificity for 13 families (6.1%),
mainly from thermal and host-associated habitats (Figure
2, and Additional file 1, Table S1). No specific families
were found, however, when using the most detailed clas-
sification of environmental subtypes. Hence, we can say
that under this criterion, specificity is a rare event in
taxonomic families. If we relax the specificity criterion,
the number of putative specific families increases, but
such criteria are probably too loose and inadequate for
determining specificity.
In contrast, cosmopolitanism seems to be more common
for families, with their members well distributed in most
environments. Two clear examples can be found in Pseu-
domonadaceae or Flavobacteriaceae. By defining a cos-
mopolitan family as having five or more observations in
90% of the environments, we found that 111, 23 and 4
families met these criteria for environmental supertypes,
types and subtypes, respectively (Figure 2 and Additional
file 1, Table S1). Therefore, for that taxonomic level,
there is more likelihood of finding instances of cosmopo-
litanism than of specificity. But this could also simply be
due to the lack of enough specific features within this
taxonomic level, which nevertheless could appear at a
deeper taxonomic resolution. For example, members of
the family Flavobacteriaceae can colonize diverse ecolo-
gical niches with a wide range of physical-chemical char-
acteristics [25]. It is also possible that our classification is
too broad, even at subtype level, to capture the possible
patterns of environmental specificity.
T oe x c l u d ep o s s i b l eb i a s e sd u et ou n e q u a ls i z eo ft h e
samples, we created subsets comprising just samples of
comparable size. The results of cosmopolitanism and ubi-
quity for two of these datasets are shown in Additional file
2, Figure S1, showing that the general trends exposed
above are well conserved in these and other subsets.
Cosmopolitanism and specificity patterns can also
be revealed by inspecting the evenness of the distribution
of a particular taxon in the different environments. This
can be done by calculating biodiversity indices. For a par-
ticular taxon, high diversity values indicate both presence
in more environments and a well-balanced distribution
across them, as expected for ubiquitous families, while
low diversity indicates preference for some environment
(s). The results (Additional file 3, Table S2) suggest that
the most diverse families with respect to their environ-
mental distribution are Pseudomonadaceae, Comamona-
daceae, Caulobacteraceae, Flavobacteriaceae and
Xanthomonadaceae, while amongst the least diverse
families we find Pyrodictiaceae, Aquificaceae and Nauti-
liaceae (in hydrothermal environments), Thermoactino-
mycetaceae (soil), Sulfolobaceae (geothermal),
Oscillospiraceae and Lachnospiraceae (gut).
It is apparent, however, that even in the absence of total
specificity, some taxa show a marked preference for some
environments. For instance, some archaeal clades have
been found mostly, but not exclusively, in thermal sam-
ples. To quantify these preferences (affinities), we used a
Bayesian hierarchical statistical model for detecting differ-
ences between the observed and expected distributions of
abundances of the taxa in the environments, under the
assumption of statistical independence between taxa and
environments. The results are presented in Additional file
4, Figure S2. The highest affinities were found for taxa pre-
sent in thermal environments (families Aquificaceae, Sulfo-
lobaceae, Thermoproteaceae and Thermococcaceae), or in
association with human tissues (Pasteurellaceae for oral,
Lactobacillaceae for vagina, or Oscillospiraceae for gut).
Here, 180 of the 211 families (85% of the total) show a
high affinity for at least one environmental type, and 52
(25%) do for just one. This does not imply environmental
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Page 5 of 14Figure 2 Distribution of individual taxonomic families in the different environment types. The phylogenetic tree shown in the inner circle
was created by taking one representative sequence from each family, and was arbitrarily rooted in the branch separating bacteria from archaea.
Families are coloured by its corresponding phyla, and only families with 10 or more observations have been considered. The bars in the outer
circle indicate the number of times that each family has been observed in a sample from a particular environment. The bars marked with stars
have been reduced to one third of their original size, for clarity purposes. This figure was done using iTOL server[42].
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mental preference.
The families that are present in many environments,
but not showing relevant affinity values for any of them,
may be considered ubiquitous. Amongst these we
mainly find Proteobacteria, such as Xanthomonadaceae,
Comamonadaceae, Pseudomonadaceae and Burkholder-
iaceae, but also the archaeal Methanosarcinaceae and
the Clostridia Peptococcaceae families.
It is interesting to note that the Clostridia clade har-
bors cosmopolitan families, such as Peptococcaceae,a n d
environment-specific ones such as Lachnospiraceae or
Oscillospiraceae. This indicates that phylogenetically
close families can show strikingly different environmen-
tal preferences and distribution patterns, which at least
for some cases, questions the validity of the proposed
relationship between phylogenetic distance and environ-
mental preferences [26,27].
Taxonomic distributions can be used to explore the
characteristics of the environments themselves. Group-
ing environments according to similarity in their taxo-
nomic profiles can help us to understand the main
environmental features at play in selecting prokaryotic
diversity. To assess the relationship between environ-
ments and taxa, we clustered the different environmen-
tal types according to the affinities of their different taxa
(Figure 3).
The environments are separated into five different
groups. The first one is associated with animal tissues
(oral, gut, vagina, other human tissues, samples from
animal tissues and aerial specimens, the last mostly
coming from air expired from human subjects). These
habitats clearly differ from the rest, and some of the
prokaryotes living there do not thrive in other locations
[28]. Thus, host association with animals emerges as the
first discriminating factor in the composition of the pro-
karyotic assemblages.
The second group to segregate is composed of ther-
mal environments (geo- and hydrothermal), and also
shows a clearly distinct taxonomic profile. Both environ-
ments are separated by long distances in the dendro-
gram, which indicates significant differences between
them. The absence of oxygen and light in hydrothermal
locations accounts for the presence of some anaerobic
methanogenic archaea in hydrothermal, but not geother-
mal sources, or for some photosynthetic cyanobacterial
Figure 3 Relations between environments, and between environments and taxonomic families. Heat-map of the posterior medians of the
affinities and the resulting dendrogram from the cluster analysis of the environment types, using log-affinities and euclidean distance. Purple and
orange cells represent low and high affinity values, respectively.
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light is present.
The third group comprises saline environments, and is
represented mainly by heterogeneous marine samples
which show quite similar profiles. Athalassohaline waters
of saline inland lakes (including soda lakes, with a
mineral composition different from marine waters) also
cluster within this group, showing that salinity as a
whole, and not salt composition, is the determinant eco-
logical factor. This is related to osmotic adaptations of
the organisms. The fourth group contains terrestrial sam-
ples from soil and plants. Finally, the last group is domi-
nated by freshwater samples. It is very interesting to note
that freshwater samples are more related with terrestrial
samples than with marine ones. This indicates that sali-
nity is a very important selective factor for the composi-
tion of prokaryotic communities, and more relevant than
the apparently loose distinction between aquatic and ter-
restrial media, as was also described by Lozupone and
Knight using a strictly phylogenetic approach [20]. Many
prokaryotic taxa found in soil samples, may actually
thrive in the interstitial water within soil particles [29],
which could explain the highest similarity between the
taxonomic profiles of freshwater and soil environments.
When performing the analysis for environmental sub-
types, the trends above are shown again, but new details
emerge (Additional file 5, Figure S3). As before, host-
associated habitats obviously separate from the rest, but
on this occasion the cluster includes the samples related
to food treatments and compost. Thermal environments
form the second clear division. The next groups to sepa-
rate correspond to nutrient-rich soils (forests, grasslands
and agricultural soils), and to saline environments. Inter-
estingly, the latter are all aquatic except for saline soils,
which cluster with this saline subgroup rather than with
other soil subtypes, thus illustrating the importance of
salinity. The remaining groups are formed by a mixture
of artificial, freshwaters and nutrient-poor soils that do
not separate clearly. The conspicuous distinction
between rich and poor soil types correlates with the
increase of several taxa in rich soils (especially Actinobac-
teria), and is in accordance with previous studies [30].
To further explore the relationships between environ-
ments and taxa, we carried out a Detrended Correspon-
dence Analysis (DCA), a well-known multivariate
technique traditionally used in ecology to explore pat-
terns of variation in community data matrices. Figure 4
shows the results for family level. The first two resulting
axes allow the discrimination between environments
according to their taxonomic profiles. The first axis
clearly separates animal tissues from other environments.
The second axis discriminates saline and thermal envir-
onments from the rest. Freshwaters and soil samples are
nearby and they both are close to the origin, thus
indicating the absence of very specific taxa in them. This
result supports the division in the five main environmen-
tal groups found earlier.
A measure of the complexity of the composition of the
different environments can be obtained by means of the
diversity indices calculated from the abundance of taxa in
the samples from these environments. Low diversity values
for a given environment indicate that some taxa are highly
prevalent (appear in most samples from that environment)
and dominate, while high diversity represents less domi-
nance and a more balanced composition. The values of
the Shannon’s index of diversity for the different environ-
ments are displayed in Additional file 6, Table S3, and the
histograms showing the distributions can be seen in Addi-
tional file 7, Figure S4. Amongst the most diverse environ-
ments, we find artificial, freshwaters and soil. The artificial
environments are very heterogeneous and sparse, and
hence a high variability between samples is expected.
Freshwaters and soils environments do not appear to be
very restrictive, as commented above and, therefore many
taxa are present and none dominates clearly. The least
diverse habitats are host-associated, thermal or saline,
indicating that the strong constraints imposed by these
environments (such as anaerobiosis, high temperatures or
high salt content) greatly limit the representation of taxa.
Finally, we are interested in exploring how complete
our knowledge is about the richness of species in the dif-
ferent habitats considered in this study. By using the dis-
tribution of sequences and OTUs in the samples of a
given environment, we derived a collector’sc u r v ew h i c h
illustrates the rate at which new OTUs are found as
more samples are sequenced. This curve indicates the
present coverage of the environments and the complete-
ness of the current knowledge about the abundance of
O T U s ,t h u sa l s op r o v i d i n gac o m p a r i s o no ft h er i c h n e s s
of the different environments. The curves (Figure 5)
show that the highest richness in OTUs can be expected
for soil, freshwater and artificial environments, while sal-
ine waters and all thermal and host-associated environ-
ments appear as less rich. This is in good agreement with
our previous results. Nevertheless, the pyrosequencing of
individual marine samples ha v ed e t e r m i n e dt h a ts a l i n e
waters are very rich in species [31]. That observation is
not in contradiction with our results, because here we
consider sets of samples, not just individual ones. Indivi-
dual marine samples can be richer than samples from
other environments, especially if they have been exhaus-
tively sequenced. But it is also likely that other environ-
ments can harbour more species than sea waters [32],
which can be related to the variety of different niches.
It is also important to notice that most curves show
no saturation (i.e., they are far from reaching their
respective top plateaus). Therefore, we can conclude
that there is still a long way to obtain a complete
Tamames et al. BMC Microbiology 2010, 10:85
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ment. The only exceptions may be human tissues
(vagina, oral and other tissues) where their respective
curves show a relative saturation, thus indicating that
we have already observed the majority of the putative
species in these habitats. The curve for gut does not
show this clear saturation, and one reason is that it
includes samples from very different animals (not only
humans), thus making it more heterogeneous than the
samples from the rest of human tissues.
Discussion and Conclusions
In short, our results indicate that most taxa can be found
in many different environment types. Environmental spe-
cificity is not very common, although clear environmen-
tal preferences exist. The most selective environments,
w h e r em o r es p e c i a l i s tt a x ac a nb ef o u n d ,a r ea n i m a lt i s -
sues and thermal locations. Salinity also emerges as a
very important factor in shaping prokaryotic diversity.
These results are in accordance to previously described
patterns [20]. The specificity of their characteristic
microbial inhabitants is then better explained by the
adaptations of these microorganisms to the
environmental constraints than by geographic isolation
of these habitats. In contrast, soil and freshwater habitats
are the least restrictive environments as they harbor the
highest number of prokaryotic taxa and species. This is
probably related to the heterogeneity of these environ-
ments, in which, besides a relative homogeneity for some
ecological factors, a wide range of physical-chemical and
biotic factors can be found and, therefore, many different
niches are available, thus being suitable to be colonised
by a variety of prokaryotic taxa. For instance, although it
could be though that freshwater habitats are relatively
homogeneous, strong environmental gradients are found
within freshwater bodies (see [33], for multiple exam-
ples). In the samples considered in our study, a broad
variety of environmental features are represented for
freshwater habitats, such as for trophic status (from oli-
gotrophic to hypereutrophic), limnological features (e.g
shallow mixed to deep stratified lakes), and others.
Nevertheless, some caveats of this study must be taken
into account. It is necessary to consider whether the pat-
terns of taxa distribution in those environments are
linked to either environmental factors or to historical
events bound to habitat isolation [6]. Many taxa have
Figure 4 Bi-plot of environment types and taxonomic families. The axes correspond to the first two components of a detrended
correspondence analysis (DCA). Percentages in brackets refer to the proportion of inertia explained by the axes.
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which could indicate that they might not be active mem-
bers of the communities thriving in these locations.
Indeed for soil environments, it has been proposed that
many of the species found in a particular location are
inactive [34]. The bacteria capable of sporulating are
clear candidates for such a role, as has also been observed
for microbial eukaryotes in freshwater sediments [2]. For
instance, spore-forming genus Bacillus is the second
most abundant genus in this dataset, only after Pseudo-
monas. This could be a general case for prokaryotic com-
munities, which may be composed of “core members”
(as indicated by the high similarity found between sam-
ples from the same environments, see Additional file 8,
Figure S5), and sporadic members which are limited by
niche specificity and competitive interactions, and which
remain mostly inactive until a change in the media condi-
tions favours their growth. They could also correspond to
transient species, which are accidentally passing,
although a recent metagenomic analysis found a very low
rate of sequences from putative transient species [35].
W ef o u n dt h a tm o s tO T U sh a v eb e e no b s e r v e do n c e
(Additional file 9, Table S4). We have deliberately omitted
these OTUs from the analyses of cosmopolitanism and
specificity, because their low abundance does not allow to
extract conclusions about their environmental distribu-
tions. Nevertheless, their inclusion does not affect signifi-
cantly the conclusions extracted for all taxonomic ranks,
except that of species (Additional file 10, Figure S6).
Further study is required to understand why the majority
of OTUs are rare, and some work has already been done
by Sogin and colleagues to address this point [31]. As
commented above, they could correspond to specialist
species with a very limited niche. But it is also likely that
the limited size of samplings cannot recover low-abun-
dance OTUs from the environments and samples where
they actually exist. After all, it is virtually impossible to
conclusively show that a microbial taxon is absent from a
given location by the current sequencing methods [6].
Also the heterogeneous size of the samples can intro-
duce a bias in the results, because big samples are likely to
recover more species than small ones. Also rare OTUs are
more likely to be detected in larger samples. Information
about the abundance of each taxa in each sample could
provide relevant information to correct this size effect. But
unfortunately, this information is not present in the origi-
nal source of data. Therefore, the patterns described here
could be affected because samples of different size are
being considered. To exclude this possibility, we created
smaller datasets composed uniquely of samples of compar-
able size. The results of cosmopolitanism and ubiquity for
two such datasets are shown in Additional file 2, Figure
S1. It can be seen that the patterns are very similar to the
ones obtained with the full dataset. Also in the correspon-
dence analysis we transformed the data dividing frequen-
cies by the number of samples instead, as a proxy for the
number of sequences, thus assuming that larger samples
tend to have more sequences. Finally, in the Bayesian
model of affinities, we included random effects to partially
account for the variation of the unknown number of
sequences.
It is also necessary to consider that most data have been
obtained by the standard sequencing procedures which
involve PCR amplification steps using “universal” primers,
a procedure that is known to be biased [36,37]. Universal
primers are designed according to current knowledge and
could perform poorly or even miss species or taxa that
remain unknown. Another source of potential biases is
that in clone library sampling, often just some few clones
of interest are sequenced or submitted, discarding the rest.
To evaluate community composition, we need new and
more accurate approaches that do not rely on primers or
probes. Nowadays, new sequencing technologies can pro-
vide the adequate framework for the unrestricted sequen-
cing of 16S rRNA gene sequences or of other universally
Figure 5 Collector’sc u r v e s . Collector’sc u r v e sf o rt h ea b u n d a n c e
of sequences and OTUs in all the environments.
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describe prokaryotic diversity. It is expected that the sam-
ples analysed in this way can describe better the real diver-
sity and to unveil the presence of specialist species.
An interesting point that has not been addressed in
our study is the consideration of the temporal dimen-
sion. Indeed, some of the samples have been taken in
the same spots, in different sampling experiments per-
formed at different times. A good example are the sam-
ples collected in lakes: in our dataset, there are six
samples taken in Mono Lake (United States), five in
Lake Cadagno (Switzerland), and four in Lake Kinneret
(Israel), which differ among sampling times. Therefore,
it would be possible to address the temporal variation of
the microbial composition in these sites. But it is very
difficult to discriminate between temporal and spatial
factors. In this particular case, all these lakes display dif-
ferent types of vertical stratification, and the microbial
communities found at different depths could vary and
be influenced by the mixing regime. A temporal analysis
should therefore be performed with sets of samples
where all environmental features have been well charac-
terized. And also, as above, the heterogeneous sizes of
the samples and the existence of different niches can be
misleading and complicate the analysis.
As far as we know, this is the most comprehensive
assessment of the distribution and diversity of prokaryo-
tic taxa and their associations with different environ-
ments. We expect that this and further studies can help
to gain a better understanding of the complex factors
influencing the structure of the prokaryotic communities.
Methods
Obtaining sequences and grouping in samples
We collected 16S rRNA gene sequences from the envir-
onmental section of GenBank database, comprising the
results of many different 16S rRNA sampling experi-
ments. After discarding short (less than 250 bps) and
long (more than 1900 bps) entries, we have obtained a
data set of 399.098 16S sequences of variable length
from bacterial and archaeal species. Each sampling
experiment is identified by its reference (title of the
study and authors), and the individual sequences are
assigned to their original sample. A total of 4.334 sam-
ples were identified, that reduced to 3.502 when we
eliminated those with less than five sequences. It is
important to notice that the original source can describe
each sample exhaustively, listing each sequence found,
or rather enumerate just the different genotypes by
removing the identical sequences. The second case is
the most common one, in which no information about
the abundance of individual g e n o t y p e si sp r e s e n t .I n
these instances, we can obtain information about the
richness (number of genotypes) of each individual
sample, but not about its diversity (abundance of each
genotype). For normalizing the minority of cases in
which some of this information is present, identical
sequences were eliminated by using cd-hit [38] with
identity parameter set to 100%, producing a final data
set containing 359.928 sequences.
Classifying samples in environmental categories and
environmental features
We have derived a classification of environments to
categorize the collection of samples. The environments
are classified in 5 supertypes, 20 types and 46 subtypes,
as can be seen in the schema shown in Table 1.
We have used a semi-automatical text-mining proce-
dure for classifying the samples in these environmental
categories [39]. The performance of the classifier is fairly
good, producing results for 52% of the samples with a
precision of 81%. The results were checked by human
experts, correcting the possible mistakes and increasing
the coverage by annotating unclassified instances. By
this procedure, 3.181 samples (91% of all samples) were
classified (Table 1).
In some instances, a single sample is composed by dif-
ferent individual sampling experiments, which have been
merged for submission to the database. Usually this is
not an obstacle for classification and for the final objec-
tive of describing taxonomic diversity of the different
environments, because all individual samples come from
the same or very similar environments (different rivers,
different guts of termites, different water treatment
plants, etc). In the few instances (43 samples, around 1%
of the total) in which the individual samples come from
diverse environments (for example, a river, its estuary,
and the adjacent ocean), they have been classified in all
of these environments, thus reflecting the multiple ori-
gins of the sequences. The results were unaltered when
we repeated the analyses excluding these 43 samples.
Identifying OTUs
We have grouped closely related sequences into OTUs
using cd-hit [38], clustering sequences at 97% identity,
which is often proposed as a reference level that may
separate different prokaryotic species [17]. This resulted
in 124.390 different clusters, which were considered as
OTUs. 67% of these OTUs are composed by a single
sequence (Additional file 9, Table S4), and were excluded
for the study of specificity and cosmopolitanism.
Taxonomic assignment of sequences and OTUs
Each of the sequences was assigned to a reference taxon
by using RDP classifier [40], considering only the assign-
ments with more than 80% confidence. This resulted in
predictions for 356.250 sequences, corresponding to dif-
ferent taxonomic ranks. Additionally, we also used an
Tamames et al. BMC Microbiology 2010, 10:85
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Greengenes database http://greengenes.lbl.gov, collecting
the bit-scores for the five best hits belonging to each
taxa, and finding the taxa with the best average score
and a fixed difference to the second best. This proce-
dure assigns 90% of the sequences to phyla, 81% to
classes, 72% to orders, 65% to families and 47% to gen-
era. At family level, 85% of the assignments are coinci-
dent between both approaches.
OTUs were classified by extracting a consensus from
the taxonomic assignments of their individual
sequences. The objective was to find the taxon that
dominates at the lowest possible taxonomic rank, fulfill-
ing the following criteria: having more than five
sequences in the OTU, and being the only taxon with at
least 25% of the sequences of the OTU assigned to it.
The usage of either RDP or Greengenes assignments
produced coincident assignments for 91% of the
instances, and does not alter the results significantly.
Unless stated otherwise, the results shown correspond
to RDP assignments.
Collector’s curves
To create collector’s curves for the distribution of OTUs
in environments, a single metasample was created for each
environment, pooling together all the sequences from the
samples corresponding to it. We simulated the sampling
of the metasample by picking up individual sequences ran-
domly, with non-replacement. To produce the curve, we
checked whether another sequence for the corresponding
OTU had already been seen or not. The simulated sam-
pling continued until no sequences were left. The full pro-
cedure was repeated ten times, and the individual curves
were averaged to obtain a final result.
Statistical analyses
We computed a two-way table with the number of dif-
ferent OTUs per taxa and environment. To assess the
level of bacterial biodiversity of the different environ-
ment types and the degree of ubiquity of the taxa con-
sidered, we computed Hill biodiversity numbers [41]
using this abundance community matrix for both taxa
and environments, respectively. We considered Hill
numbers for the scale values 0, 1 and 2 which, for a
given environment, for example, correspond to the total
number of families, the exponential of the Shannon
index of biodiversity, and the inverse Simpson index.
Exploratory data analyses revealed that those environ-
ments with more samples tended to have more OTUs.
To remove this ‘size’ effect, we transformed the data by
dividing the frequencies in each column by the number
of samples in that environment, thus creating a commu-
nity matrix which contained the average number of
OTUs per sample for each taxa and environment type.
We then carried out a Detrended Correspondence Ana-
lysis (DCA) to explore the variation in the transformed
abundance matrix.
We also fitted a Bayesian hierarchical model to the ori-
ginal community matrix in order to quantify the affinity
between taxa and environments. In the first layer, our
model assumes a Poisson distribution for the number of
OTUs Yij observed in the taxonomic family i and envir-
onment type j. The mean of this distribution is assumed
to be lijEij,w h e r eE ij is the expected number of OTUs
under the hypothesis of independence between the distri-
butions of taxa and environments, and lij is the under-
or over-presence of family i in environment j. The values
of lij > 1 indicate the affinity of the family for the envir-
onment, whereas the values of lij <1s u g g e s tal a c ko f
affinity. In the second layer, the ‘affinities’ lij (on the log
scale) are decomposed into the taxa and environment
main effects plus an interaction: log lij = a + θi + gj + νij.
The main effects of taxa and environments can be inter-
preted as surrogates for the unobserved variables that
associate to each one. The interaction terms (or resi-
duals) can be seen as an adjusted affinity, that is, the part
of the over- or under-presence that cannot be accounted
for by the factors linked to the taxa or environment.
Statistical inference was performed under the Bayesian
paradigm, which implies assigning prior distributions to
the parameters. We chose normal distributions for each
of the main effects and a mixture of two normal distri-
butions for the interactions. One of the components of
the mixture is intended to pick up noise, whereas the
other aims to pick up true departures from the main
effects. We implemented the model in JAGS http://
mcmc-jags.sourceforge.net, a free-license software for
Bayesian inference. The outputs from this analysis were
samples from the posterior distribution of the model
parameters. We then represented the posterior median
of the affinities between taxa and environments using a
heatmap; we chose a dichromatic scale from purples to
oranges. The former represent low affinity values (mean-
ing an underpresence of the taxa in the environment),
whereas the latter represent affinity (overpresence). We
used standard hierarchical clustering with Euclidean dis-
tance to group the environment types according to the
values of their taxa affinities (on the log scale). The
resulting cluster dendrogram is displayed next to the
heatmap to make visualization and the interpretation of
the results easier.
Database creation
We have created envDB, a mySQL database containing
all the data associated with this work. The user can per-
form queries on sequences, OTUs, samples and environ-
ments under a flexible and user-friendly interface. The
database will be updated regularly and its capabilities
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http://metagenomics.uv.es/envDB
Additional file 1: Table S1. Dominant environments for taxonomic
families.
Click here for file
[http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1471-2180-10-
85-S1.XLS]
Additional file 2: Figure S1. Specificity and cosmopolitanism plots (see
figure 1) for a limited set of data, composed of samples with
approximately the same number of sequences. Upper: samples having
between 10 and 20 sequences each (836 samples). Lower: samples
having between 10 and 30 sequences each (1300 samples). Only the
results for the “type” level in the environmental classification are shown.
Click here for file
[http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1471-2180-10-
85-S2.PDF]
Additional file 3: Table S2. Biodiversity indices for taxonomic families.
Click here for file
[http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1471-2180-10-
85-S3.XLS]
Additional file 4: Figure S2. Affinities of the taxonomic families for the
different environment types, depicted using the same diagram as figure
2. The bars in the outer circle indicate the affinity of each family for the
particular environments, calculated as described in the text. This figure
was done using iTOL server[42].
Click here for file
[http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1471-2180-10-
85-S4.PDF]
Additional file 5: Figure S3. Heat-map showing the relationships
between environment sub-types and with taxa.
Click here for file
[http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1471-2180-10-
85-S5.EPS]
Additional file 6: Table S3. Biodiversity indices for environments.
Click here for file
[http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1471-2180-10-
85-S6.XLS]
Additional file 7: Figure S4. Diversity plots showing the taxa ranked by
their presence in the samples from each environment. The distributions
are used to calculate diversity according to Shannon’s index.
Click here for file
[http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1471-2180-10-
85-S7.PDF]
Additional file 8: Figure S5. The first two components of a DCA of the
experiments-taxa community matrix.
Click here for file
[http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1471-2180-10-
85-S8.EPS]
Additional file 9: Table S4. Distribution of the number of OTUs in the
clusters.
Click here for file
[http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1471-2180-10-
85-S9.XLS]
Additional file 10: Figure S6. Specificity and cosmopolitanism plots (see
figure 1), including also these OTUs that were found in just one sample.
It can be seen that the trends are not very different to these shown in
figure 1, with the exception of the curves for species. Since all these
OTUs are considered environment-specific by definition, specificity
percentage increases very much for species, and cosmopolitanism
decreases in the same way.




This work was supported by project SAF2009-13032 and CGL2005-06549-
C02-02/ANT from the Spanish Ministerio de Ciencia e Innovación (MICINN),
and projects GV/2007/050, GVPRE/2008/010 and PROMETEO/2009/092 from
the Generalitat Valenciana, Spain. JT is a recipient of a contract in the FIS
Program from ISCIII, Spanish Ministry of Health. The funders had no role in
study design, data collection and analysis, decision to publish, or preparation
of the manuscript
Author details
1Unidad Mixta de Investigación en Genómica y Salud, Centro Superior de
Investigación en Salud Pública (CSISP) y Universidad de Valencia (Instituto
Cavanilles de Biodiversidad y Biología Evolutiva). Avenida de Cataluña 21,
46020 Valencia, Spain.
2CIBER en Epidemiología y Salud Pública (CIBERESP),
Spain.
3Instituto Cavanilles de Biodiversidad y Biología Evolutiva y
Departamento de Microbiología y Ecología Universidad de Valencia. C/Dr.
Moliner 50, 46100 Burjassot, Valencia, Spain.
4Centro Nacional de
Biotecnología (CNB-CSIC). C/Darwin 3, 28049 Madrid, Spain.
Authors’ contributions
JT and AM conceived the study. JT and JJA designed the methods. JJA
performed all statistics. MP created the database. JT, JJA and AC analyzed
the results and extracted the conclusions. All authors drafted, read and
approved the manuscript.
Received: 15 October 2009 Accepted: 22 March 2010
Published: 22 March 2010
References
1. Green J, Bohannan BJ: Spatial scaling of microbial biodiversity. Trends Ecol
Evol 2006, 21(9):501-507.
2. Finlay BJ: Global dispersal of free-living microbial eukaryote species.
Science 2002, 296(5570):1061-1063.
3. Horner-Devine MC, Carney KM, Bohannan BJ: An ecological perspective on
bacterial biodiversity. Proc Biol Sci 2004, 271(1535):113-122.
4. Cho JC, Tiedje JM: Biogeography and degree of endemicity of
fluorescent Pseudomonas strains in soil. Appl Environ Microbiol 2000,
66(12):5448-5456.
5. Whitaker RJ, Grogan DW, Taylor JW: Geographic barriers isolate endemic
populations of hyperthermophilic archaea. Science 2003,
301(5635):976-978.
6. Martiny JB, Bohannan BJ, Brown JH, Colwell RK, Fuhrman JA, Green JL,
Horner-Devine MC, Kane M, Krumins JA, Kuske CR, et al: Microbial
biogeography: putting microorganisms on the map. Nat Rev Microbiol
2006, 4(2):102-112.
7. Pommier T, Canback B, Riemann L, Bostrom KH, Simu K, Lundberg P,
Tunlid A, Hagstrom A: Global patterns of diversity and community
structure in marine bacterioplankton. Mol Ecol 2007, 16(4):867-880.
8. Liu Z, Lozupone C, Hamady M, Bushman FD, Knight R: Short
pyrosequencing reads suffice for accurate microbial community analysis.
Nucleic Acids Res 2007, 35(18):e120.
9. Huse SM, Huber JA, Morrison HG, Sogin ML, Welch DM: Accuracy and
quality of massively parallel DNA pyrosequencing. Genome Biol 2007,
8(7):R143.
10. Sundquist A, Bigdeli S, Jalili R, Druzin ML, Waller S, Pullen KM, El-Sayed YY,
Taslimi MM, Batzoglou S, Ronaghi M: Bacterial flora-typing with targeted,
chip-based Pyrosequencing. BMC Microbiol 2007, 7:108.
11. Gevers D, Cohan FM, Lawrence JG, Spratt BG, Coenye T, Feil EJ,
Stackebrandt E, Peer Van de Y, Vandamme P, Thompson FL, et al: Opinion:
Re-evaluating prokaryotic species. Nat Rev Microbiol 2005, 3(9):733-739.
12. Bohannon J: Microbial ecology. Confusing kinships. Science 2008,
320(5879):1031-1033.
13. Pushker R, Mira A, Rodriguez-Valera F: Comparative genomics of gene-
family size in closely related bacteria. Genome Biol 2004, 5(4):R27.
14. Camacho A: Sulfur bacteria. Encyclopedia of Inland Waters Oxford, New
York: ElsevierLikens GE 2009.
15. Vandamme P, Pot B, Gillis M, de Vos P, Kersters K, Swings J: Polyphasic
taxonomy, a consensus approach to bacterial systematics. Microbiol Rev
1996, 60(2):407-438.
Tamames et al. BMC Microbiology 2010, 10:85
http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2180/10/85
Page 13 of 1416. Schloss PD, Handelsman J: Toward a census of bacteria insoil. PLoS
Comput Biol 2006, 2(7):e92.
17. Cohan FM: What are bacterial species? Annu Rev Microbiol 2002,
56:457-487.
18. Whitman WB, Coleman DC, Wiebe WJ: Prokaryotes: the unseen majority.
Proc Natl Acad Sci USA 1998, 95(12):6578-6583.
19. Field D, Garrity G, Gray T, Morrison N, Selengut J, Sterk P, Tatusova T,
Thomson N, Allen MJ, Angiuoli SV, et al: The minimum information about
a genome sequence (MIGS) specification. Nat Biotechnol 2008,
26(5):541-547.
20. Lozupone CA, Knight R: Global patterns in bacterial diversity. Proc Natl
Acad Sci USA 2007, 104(27):11436-11440.
21. von Mering C, Hugenholtz P, Raes J, Tringe SG, Doerks T, Jensen LJ,
Ward N, Bork P: Quantitative phylogenetic assessment of microbial
communities in diverse environments. Science 2007, 315(5815):1126-1130.
22. Venter JC, Remington K, Heidelberg JF, Halpern AL, Rusch D, Eisen JA,
Wu D, Paulsen I, Nelson KE, Nelson W, et al: Environmental genome
shotgun sequencing of the Sargasso Sea. Science 2004, 304(5667):66-74.
23. Rocap G, Larimer FW, Lamerdin J, Malfatti S, Chain P, Ahlgren NA,
Arellano A, Coleman M, Hauser L, Hess WR, et al: Genome divergence in
two Prochlorococcus ecotypes reflects oceanic niche differentiation.
Nature 2003, 424(6952):1042-1047.
24. Stackebrandt E, Hespe R: The family Succinivibrionaceae. The Prokaryotes:
A handbook on the biology of bacteria New York: Springer-VerlagDworkin M,
Falkow S, Rosenberg E, Schleifer KH, Stackebrandt E , 3 2006.
25. Bernardet JF, Nakagawa Y: An Introduction to the Family
Flavobacteriaceae. The Prokaryotes: A handbook on the biology of bacteria
New York:Springer-VerlagDworkin M, Falkow S, Rosenberg E, Schleifer KH,
Stackebrandt E , 3 2006.
26. Horner-Devine MC, Bohannan BJ: Phylogenetic clustering and
overdispersion in bacterial communities. Ecology 2006, 87(7 Suppl):
S100-108.
27. Kraft NJ, Cornwell WK, Webb CO, Ackerly DD: Trait evolution, community
assembly, and the phylogenetic structure of ecological communities. Am
Nat 2007, 170(2):271-283.
28. Ley RE, Lozupone CA, Hamady M, Knigth R, Gordon JI: Worlds within
worlds: evolution of vertebrate gut microbiota. Nat Rev Microbiol 2008,
6(10):776-788.
29. Fenchel T: Microbial ecology on land and sea. Phil Trans R Soc Lond B
1994, 343:51-56.
30. Buckley DH, Schmidt TM: The Structure of Microbial Communities in Soil
and the Lasting Impact of Cultivation. Microb Ecol 2001, 42(1):11-21.
31. Sogin ML, Morrison HG, Huber JA, Mark Welch D, Huse SM, Neal PR,
Arrieta JM, Herndl GJ: Microbial diversity in the deep sea and the
unexplored “rare biosphere”. Proc Natl Acad Sci USA 2006, 103(32):15-20.
32. Fierer N, Breitbart M, Nulton J, Salamon P, Lozupone C, Jones R,
Robeson M, Edwards RA, Felts B, Rayhawk S, et al: Metagenomics and
small-subunit rRNA analyses reveal the genetic diversity of bacteria,
archaea, fungi, and viruses in soil. Appl Environ Microbiol 2007,
73(21):7059-7066.
33. Likens GE: Encyclopedia of Inland Waters Oxford, New York: Academic Press-
Elsevier 2009.
34. Girvan MS, Bullimore J, Pretty JN, Osborn AM, Ball AS: Soil type is the
primary determinant of the composition of the total and active bacterial
communities in arable soils. Appl Environ Microbiol 2003, 69(3):1800-1809.
35. Hooper SD, Raes J, Foerstner KU, Harrington ED, Dalevi D, Bork P: A
molecular study of microbe transfer between distant environments. PLoS
ONE 2008, 3(7):e2607.
36. Santos SR, Ochman H: Identification and phylogenetic sorting of bacterial
lineages with universally conserved genes and proteins. Environ Microbiol
2004, 6(7):754-759.
37. Lueders T, Friedrich MW: Evaluation of PCR amplification bias by terminal
restriction fragment length polymorphism analysis of small-subunit
rRNA and mcrA genes by using defined template mixtures of
methanogenic pure cultures and soil DNA extracts. Appl Environ Microbiol
2003, 69(1):320-326.
38. Li W, Jaroszewski L, Godzik A: Clustering of highly homologous sequences
to reduce the size of large protein databases. Bioinformatics 2001,
17(3):282-283.
39. Pignatelli M, Moya A, Tamames J: EnvDB, a database for describing the
environmental distribution of prokaryotic taxa. Environ Microbiol Reports
2009, 1:191-197.
40. Wang Q, Garrity GM, Tiedje JM, Cole JR: Naive Bayesian classifier for rapid
assignment of rRNA sequences into the new bacterial taxonomy. Appl
Environ Microbiol 2007, 73(16):5261-5267.
41. Hill MO: Diversity and evenness: a unifying notation and its
consequences. Ecology 1973, 54:427-432.
42. Letunic I, Bork P: Interactive Tree Of Life (iTOL): an online tool for
phylogenetic tree display and annotation. Bioinformatics 2007,
23(1):127-128.
doi:10.1186/1471-2180-10-85
Cite this article as: Tamames et al.: Environmental distribution of
prokaryotic taxa. BMC Microbiology 2010 10:85.
Submit your next manuscript to BioMed Central
and take full advantage of: 
• Convenient online submission
• Thorough peer review
• No space constraints or color ﬁgure charges
• Immediate publication on acceptance
• Inclusion in PubMed, CAS, Scopus and Google Scholar
• Research which is freely available for redistribution
Submit your manuscript at 
www.biomedcentral.com/submit
Tamames et al. BMC Microbiology 2010, 10:85
http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2180/10/85
Page 14 of 14